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TO: Dick Daniel

SUBJECT: Comments on CalYed Ecosystem Proqram

I have four general concornc about the Ecosystem Program=

There still seems to be too much reliance on the idea that

the water projects are the sole significant cause of the

fish problems.

improvements in the Delta shouli he a priority. Yet, there

expect@~ for fish from physical habitat £mprovement in the

Delta.

The CalFe~ Ecosystem Program seems to Be paying little

attention to factors other than flow and physical habitat

improvements that could be having important adverse effec%s

on fish. How 40 we know, ~or example, that Delta phycica!

habitat or lack of additional water project operational

constraints are limiting theabundance of any fishy Fu~

~nother way, we shoul4 at least consider me~ing our first

priority the control of things that are harming or killin~

fish; providing additional habitat may not work (or work as

The program seems to have an unnecessarily complex

terminology an~ various levels o£ abstraction thaz

the rest of us can understand.
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Given these concerns, I reccmmend that before proceeding any

fur±hot with devolopmont of tho Ecosy=tom Program, wc do two

things=

We engage in a proceas of Setter defining the proSlem we

are trying to solve. We have never done that, at least not

in a cooperative tashion. The probiem statement, "ecosystem

quality" (why not "fish?") ~as a~opte4 without much

deve!opment of the Ecosystem P:ogram have never bought into

premise that the proh!em is ecosystem quality, we still

need to examine just which facets of the ecosystem are most

deserving of attention.

Althou~h the Droqram is nominally broad in scope, in fact

it appears to be focused almost entirely on flow changes

and physical habitat improvomontc. We nood a mo=o balancod

approach. We should be critically examining all of the

factors affecting ecosystem quality and deciding which

could be most effectively controlled, managed, o= improved.

I ±ear that it the Ecosystem Program continues on its present

course, we coul~ spend large sums of money (SI+ bill~on)

fishery.

ConsiHer, for example, the following questions,

How do we know that the problem with fish in this estuary

is not tozlcs? How do we know that, say, hormone-mlmic~ing

substances have not. reduced the reoroductive success of

fish?
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How do we know that legal and illegal harvest have not been

the major £actor= causing the decline in population= o£

salmon, steelhead, striped bass, and other harvested

species? (The fraction of Winter Zun salmon legally

harvested [h~rves~/(harvest I escapement)] increased

about 55% in 1970 to about 70% by

flow do we know that ocean conHiticns have not been a major

has not caus@~ ~amaglng lov~Is o£ pollution £rom boat

exhausts, habitat disruption in shallow areas, and physical

damage to fish from propellers?

What if one or more of these factors have been primary causes

of the declines in fish populations? Then, neither additional

water project operation con~traint~ nor phyclcal

improvements would pro/uce much benefit.

I ~o not believe that we have answezs to any o£ these

questions. Yet, the Ecosystem Program is developing targets

and objectives and actively discussing such issues as

measures, and the like?

Water users might se~ two g~n~ral app~c.ach~s with respect to

the ~cosystem Program:

i. Th~ Ecosystem Program., a~ d~£in@d by environmental

interests, could do whatever it. wants, but water users

would be assured of adequate water supplies of adequats
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~ua!ity from the Delta; the quantity and cuality of

these De!~a supplies would not 10e linked to the success

o£ tho Ecosyctom Program, howcvo~ =uccos= i= ultimatoly

defined. If, for example, $!+ billion was spent and

desired benefits to fish were nDt produced, the water

users woui4 stil! ~et the quantity and quality of Delta

water that would have been necessary for them to support

the CalFed Program.

quantity and quality and the ~ccess of the ecosystem

to agmee to this, then they

satisfied that the technical basis for the Ecosystem.

Program is sound. So far, we have cur doubts.

Whenever this !a~ter point is raised, the CalFed staff

assures us that these analyses will be done, that we just

havon’t gotton to that ~hago

if we have not gotten to that stage yet, then why is the

Ecosystem Program 5usily setting go,is ~ni objectives ~n~

targets and performance measures and the like? What if the

ana±yses show that the tish declines were caused primarily by

a com~ination o£ increasing harvest rates an~ tortes? A

then go back and change all of the goals, objectives,

new in£ormation? We do not s~e how this could be done.

To reinforce this point, consider the following example of

how $i billion might be spent to improve the Bay-Delta

fishery:
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Execute aqreements with 2,300 boats licensed to harvest

salmon at, say, up to 5100,000 per agreement. In return for

this paymont, licon=o holdo=c would agroc to curtail

fishing in designated years. Cos~: $230 million. (This is

only one example. ~eop!e like ~at ~ingham could probably

think o£ more productive ways to spend $230 million. My

point is that, for $230 million, you could, with a high

degree o± certainty, controi harvest and double the

population o£ anad~omous fish ~n just a few ye=zs.)

Put ~70 million into programs to control illegal harvest,

Cu~L~ $70 m~115o=.

Screen all of the 1,850 unscreened diversions in and

upstream of the Delta at, say, $I¢0,000+ each. Cos~t $~00

Allocate about $I00 million to measures to reduce toxic

di=chargo~ £rom urban arca~.

Fay each farmer growing the ! million acres of trees and

vines in the Delta watershe~ $250 per acre as an incentive

to implement the BZOS Program or something similar. CosJ:

$~60 million.

boating by reducing fuel consumption and wakes. Ten patrol

year £or 30 y~ars. Co~%~ $~00 million.

* Obvious!y, before implementing %his program, we would have to have
more da~a to confirm that th~r~ really is a ~rcblem from agricultural
runoff. (For that matter, more data would b~ n~ded for all other
programs,) We would also have to have more information on the nature of
thc problcm if thcrc is one. If such data aro produccd, then control of
tho problcm would bc much moro cffoctivc if thcrc wcrc financial
incentives to cerry out necessary actions.
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Spend any additional funds on physical habitat improvements.

With these programs, costing about $i billion, we could=

Control legal harvest o£ salmon (and other £ish i£ th~

program were expanded) while at least Darkly offsetting the

accompanying economic e±±ects.

All u~u~’uunud divuz’~iu~.

Reduce toxic discharges from urban areas.

SuBstantially reduc8 &he ~ischarge o£ pesticides ~rom those

lands which appear to be the ma~cr contributors to

pesticide runoff to the Delta,

Substantially reduce the adverse effects of boating in the

Delta.

In other words, we could make a substantial improvement in

those ±actors directly contributing to fish mortality and,

assuming that more than $I billion would be avmilable £o~ the

believe that $i billion spent primarily on physical habitat

One might justifiably ask whether we have enough data on

which to base spenling a billion or so dollars on programs

such as those llst~d abov~ to control £actors that

damaqinq or killinq fish. I would say we have more data to

justify that expenditure than we do tc justify flow changes
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or physical habitat improvements, es~eciallv physical habitat

improvements in the Delta. (Upstream improvements are another

mattor~ moot o£ tho=o =ocm to havc adoquato =cicnti£1c

justification. )

We might also consider the cost o£, say, another 500,000

acre-feet Der year of water re-al!oca~ed from water users to

the environment. It the replacement cost o_+ that water were,

say, 9100 per =ore-foot (p~’ob=bly i~), then the cost o£ thmt

account ~ the seco~da~

=9~’iuultu~’=l l=nd uut

Again, it is hard to believe that this $1.5 billion worth of

water could be expected to produce as much benefit as the

mo~ta!ity-~d~otion programs listed above.

If you would like to discuss any cf this further, please give

me a call. I thin]~ wo could dovolop ~omc joint onvironmontal,

water user, an4 CalFed efforts, under your leadership, to

produce a more thorough analysis of the problems and a mere

bal~nce~ approach to solving them. I believe such a

cooperative effort would go a long way toward ensuring broad

support tot the Ecosystem Program.
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